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About nine months ago, when Fred Woods asked if I would participate in this
conference  to respond to the National Research Council (NRC) Report, College of
Agriculture at the Land-Grant Universities:  Public Service and Public Policy
(NRC  1996), I readily agreed to do so.  I had just completed my term as chair of the
Extension Committee on Organization and Policy (ECOP).  That term was filled with
opportunities to deal with various groups intent on studying and reforming the land
grant system, especially the extension and/or research component.  At one time, we
listed 22 studies that were in progress.  During that time, the House Committee  on
Agriculture  also generated 57  questions for our response.
The first component of this National Research Council study, the 1995 profile
(NRC 1995), was shared with ECOP.  Numerous data corrections were offered.  While
we knew the makeup  of the NRC study group, many of whom were from the land
grant  system,  the details  of the  recommendations  were  quite  effectively  guarded
until the study came out.
The report did not call for a response, but the land grant community, through
its committees  on organization  and policy, felt we should  collectively  conduct an
analysis of the recommendations.  To accomplish this, ECOP and Experiment Station
Committee on Organization and Policy (ESCOP)  members solicited reactions from
their regional  director  groups.  This information was consolidated and comments
about each recommendation were prepared by each Committee on Organization and
Policy.  The purpose for doing this was that "if or when" members of the system were
asked to respond or comment, there could be a common base for the response, even
though  there were  regional and  state  differences  in  terms of reactions  to  the  20
recommendations.  It is largely from that analysis that I will respond to the report
(ECOP and ESCOP).  It is not a coincidence that several of the recommendations from
the National Research  Council report are, as we are meeting, before the House and
the Senate for Title VIII of  the farm bill.
Our speakers have done an excellent job of outlining a number of political and
practical considerations.  For us to deny the need for change in the land grant system
would be foolish.  On the other hand, change for change's sake is also foolish. There
are  some in the political  arena that  have felt that  something,  however  identified,
needs to be changed for research and extension in the new farm bill.
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being  increasing  input  from  diverse  stakeholders;  enhancing  accountability;
integration of teaching, research and extension; and formula funding.
The  first  recommendation  addresses  the  issue  of increasing  input  from
stakeholders,  indicating that "receipt of funds should be contingent upon our ability
to  demonstrate  that  a  wide  variety of stakeholders  have  effective  input into  a
systematic  prioritization of issues that specifies  areas  of increased  and decreased
emphasis.  We must demonstrate that a wide variety of stakeholders are consulted in
resource allocation decision making processes" (NRC  1996).
We agree that stakeholders  should have a voice  in the prioritization process.
A system or procedure would have to be organized so that the U.S.  Department of
Agriculture could be assured that institutions are asking the right questions of the
right people.  Stakeholder input is currently being solicited.  While the NRC report
was still "behind the curtain,"  the Joint Futuring Activity, sponsored by the Board
on  Agriculture,  was  in  a contemporary  effort  to  involve  land  grant university
stakeholders in the process of setting priorities and future directions.  Public forums
were held around the country.  The report, Issues to Action (Carpenter and Fischer
1996), is on the streets and it is up to the various universities to carry out their action
plans.  The recommendation  of more thoroughly involving stakeholders also came
from  those  involved  in the  futuring  activity.  Currently,  state  extension  services
submit a plan of work as a condition of receiving  federal funds.  It would be very
simple for the Cooperative State Research Education and Extension Service (CSREES)
to request additional information on how states are involving stakeholders in setting
priorities.  Virtually all counties and  states use an advisory process for extension.
Many also have college-wide  advisory groups.  We agree that this recommendation
is important and appropriate.  The system must devise a way to make it work.
The second  recommendation  suggests that states should critically  assess the
needs of all producer  population  groups, develop  target and priority programs  for
each and adjust technology transfer and information delivery models appropriately
(NRC  1996).  This could be difficult.  Taken literally, in Southwest Idaho, we have
approximately 120 producer population groups for which to develop target and priority
programs.  This would virtually eliminate any time for programming.  States need
some flexibility in this regard.
Accountability  is another key issue.  Better  organization of data to enhance
usefulness to both administrators  dealing with decision makers and to clientele, as
well as information on "returns to public investment"  makes good sense.  Demands
on public resources require emphasis on outcomes and results.  This recommendation
is  in  support  of the  Government  Performance  and Results  Act  (GPRA)  and  is
achievable.  Strong  leadership  from the  federal  partner  will  be  essential.  An
accountability workshop is scheduled in Minneapolis,  October 2-4,  1997, to address
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system are not comfortable with current processes, including GPRA,  for collecting
and analyzing data.  There is a desire  for a more complete, user friendly system  for
accountability.  The Oregon-Invest  Program will be the focus  of the Minneapolis
workshop, with time to consider its potential.  As a system, we must work together
for greater  accountability.  It is  not just  an  administrative  problem;  rather,
accountability must be the new mindset for each faculty member wishing to benefit
from public funds.
Issues  of funding have  generated  the  greatest amount  of discussion  within
the  system.  The  system  is not in favor of changing the  formula  for allocation  of
Hatch or Smith-Lever  funds.  The system response states that the current  formula
system is reasonably effective in distributing funding in relation to size of population
and scale of agricultural enterprises within the states.  Opening this issue would lead
to a lot of competition  among states, political activity  and acrimony that could be
disruptive to the research and extension mission.  I think that Congress realizes that
establishing a new formula will create losers as well as winners, as funds are reallocated
between  states.
Another proposal with regard to funding  is to shift a percentage of formula
funds to competitive  funding.  Wallace E. Huffman and Richard E. Just, in an article
in  The American Journal of Agricultural  Economics in  1994,  titled  "Funding,
Structure,  and Management of Public Agricultural  Research  in the United  States"
state that "The results provide evidence that federal formula funds and state funded
research are more productive.  These results suggest a reduction in productivity will
result from the increasing domination of agricultural research funding by competitive
grants" (Huffman and Just, p. 744-759.)
One of the more  contentious  issues  is the recommendation  that the  federal
government should require that states match formula funds going to 1890's for both
research  and extension.  While  this  sounds  good in principle  and,  generally, the
1890's are in favor because it would greatly enhance their resources and their ability
to serve limited resource and minority populations, there are some that are concerned
because their states may not agree to provide the match.  Many  state governments
are  generally  opposed  to new  federal  requirements  that  mandate  increased  state
spending.  Others  are  financially  unable  to  meet  the  challenge.  Should  this
recommendation become part of federal legislation, one would hope that some sort
of "held- harmless" clause would protect those states from losing their current federal
appropriation.
The recommendation that a substantial portion of extension funds be allocated
for multi- state and multi-institutional  programs  raises some concerns.  Currently,
formula funds  are used in many  states to maintain the human  infrastructure,  i.e.,
faculty positions.  This change could result in the loss of some positions and could
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certainly increase the bookkeeping requirements at our level.  It will also further tax
the ability of the  federal partner  to  organize and manage  the process.  As  in the
states, the federal partner is being asked to do more with less.  There  is currently a lot
of multi-state work going on in extension and while research has had regional research
efforts for a long time, extension has not been asked to report regional work.
The  speakers  have  suggested  that  integration  of teaching,  research  and
extension must be enhanced.  This is probably occurring much more than is realized.
At our institution, and many others, faculty now hold joint appointments.  These are
most common between teaching and research, or extension and research.  Nearly all
our extension specialists have  a research component and vice versa.  We have a few
teaching-extension  splits  but  find  it  difficult  for  extension  specialists  to be  as
responsive to stakeholder needs if they are tied to the classroom.  We also have a few
three-way splits.  Some of our extension faculty, at both the state and county level,
are now quite involved in off-campus for-credit courses.  While the Smith-Lever Act
prohibits  extension  from  teaching  for-credit  courses,  we  approve  extension
involvement if a significant number of the student participants are taking it for non-
credit.  We are finding that many of our clientele want greater in-depth educational
opportunities and are interested in regular courses.  Our greatest concern in combining
teaching,  research  and extension  funds  into  one  allocation  is that  extension  and
research would, to an increasing extent, subsidize the academic program component.
As  state  funds  are  cut,  there  would  be  increasing  pressure  to  use research  and
extension dollars for teaching.  Current logistics, at our institution, have the research
and extension dollars coming to the college and the federal teaching dollars going to
the university, as per the original land grant agreements.  Also, there are an increasing
number  of institutions  where  extension  is  administered  outside  the  College  of
Agriculture.  For these reasons, we feel that separate lines must be maintained.
The NRC report has identified a number of issues  and has raised the level of
discussion  within the  land grant system  about these issues.  The partnership  must
continue to work towards improvement and change.  Real change must come at the
level where the programs are conducted and consumed.  Discussion of these issues
should  occur  at each  land grant  institution  across  the  country.  The discussion  is
warranted at levels above the College of Agriculture  as well.
I will be glad to respond to questions.  Thanks for the opportunity to participate
in this public policy conference.
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